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No fact of abnormal experience can by itself prove that a psychological
and not a physiological explanation is needed; it is a philosophical problem
which must be settled by principle before the explanation of the special facts
begins. — MUNSTERBERG.

THE conception of the subconscious has of recent
years acquired a dominating position in psychiatry.
The utility of this conception in the co-ordination
of our knowledge, and its fruitfulness in suggesting

new lines of research have become so obvious, that the oppo-
sition which it at first aroused has been almost altogether
overcome. Considerable disagreement, however, still exists
as to the precise meaning to be ascribed to the term. What
is the nature of a subconscious process — is it a physical
or mental phenomenon ? This and other similar questions
constitute a fertile source of dispute, and the Symposium
which recently appeared in this JOURNAL showed the very
divergent views held by some of the leading psychologists
and psychiatrists of the day.

The present paper is an attempt to investigate the essen-
tial nature of this conception, to determine its claims to a
place in the structure of modern science, and the position
which must be assigned to it within that structure.

It will be profitable to first consider the more important
stages in the historical development of the theory of the
subconscious. Our next step will be an enquiry concerning
the characters which modern science demands that a concep-
tion shall possess in order to qualify it for admission within
its portals. We shall then be in a position to consider how
far the conception of the subconscious satisfies these demands,
and to determine its place and function in psychology.

The history of all thought has been dominated through-
out by an essential tendency of the human mind — the en-
deavor to obtain continuity. The mind abhors disconti-
nuity as nature is said to abhor a vacuum. It strives to bring
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every new experience into line with the old, to do away with
inexplicable gaps, and to reduce its world to a connected
intelligible whole. Mythology, religion, and philosophical
systems provide us with numerous examples of this constant
endeavor. Science is nothing but the same trend of thought
become coherent and articulate.

Now it was early seen in the history of philosophy that,
among the contrasts to be observed between the physical
and mental, one of the most prominent was the comparative
discontinuity of the latter. The psychical life made its
appearance in an irregular manner, in flashes of limited
duration, and in the intervals between these flashes it ap-
peared to altogether cease to exist. In contrast to this
the material world seemed relatively continuous, permanent,
and independent of the individual. Hence, if the study of
the mind was to be brought into line with the rest of our
knowledge, an attempt had to be made to get rid of the
apparent discontinuity and irregularity of psychical experi-
ence. Such an attempt has formed an integral part of
most philosophical systems. The method adopted by the
earlier philosophers, however, consisted mostly in imagina-
tive and fantastic constructions, which aimed solely at internal
coherence, and which had but little relation to the facts. It
was only after the method of the inductive sciences had long
demonstrated its utility in other branches of knowledge, that
an endeavor was made to apply it to the sphere of psychology.

7 he first serious contribution to the filling up of the gaps
in the psychical series was made by Leibnitz, who demon-
strated that our conscious life contains small elements lying
outside its main stream, but which nevertheless produce an
effect by a process of summation and combination. Schopen-
hauer (1) thought that a large number of our sense percep-
tions were the result of unconscious processes of reasoning
— and the same theory was propounded in a more exact form
by Helmholtz (2). By this period, therefore, the attempt
to bridge the intervals in the psychical series by processes of
unconscious thought had taken definite shape.

1 he question of the subconscious first, however, became
prominent with the publication of Hartmann's " Philosophic
des Unbewussten," in 1868. The intense enthusiasm with
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which this work was greeted in the most varied quarters
affords a striking demonstration of that hunger for continuity
whose existence we have already noted. Hartmann conceived
the subconscious as a second personality concealed beneath
the surface of our ordinary consciousness, but precisely com-
parable to the latter in its structure and functions. He ap-
peals to this hypothetical being whenever there is a gap in the
chain of visible causation, and endows it with properties of a
really startling kind. " Let us not despair," he says, " at
having a mind so practical and so lowly, so unpoetical and so
little spiritual; there is within the innermost sanctuary of each
of us a marvellous something of which we are unconscious,
which dreams and prays while we labor to earn our daily
bread " (3). Hartmann's work is of historical importance on
account of the stimulus it provided to further investigation,
but his use of the concept of the unconscious was so un-
bridled that the value of his actual results is almost altogether
nullified. James has described his theory as a " tumbling
ground for whimsies," and Hoffding remarks, " We may say
of it, as Galileo said of the appeal to an almighty will, it
explains nothing because it explains everything " (4). ^3

Some of the most important advances in the historical
development of the subconscious have been furnished by the
French School of Morbid Psychology during the latter part
of the nineteenth century, initiated under Charcot and Ribot,
and culminating in the work of Janet. In his classical
" Automatisme Psychologique " the latter demonstrated that
a large number of morbid phenomena can be adequately
explained by assuming the existence of dissociated mental
elements altogether outside the sphere of the personality.

Morton Prince has further developed Janet's point of
view. He divides psychological material into that of which
the individual is personally conscious and that of which he
is not personally conscious. Those experiences are person-
ally conscious which are synthesized in the " personality."
The experiences of which the individual is not personally
conscious are further divided into co-conscious and un-
conscious. Co-conscious corresponds in the main to Janet's
" subconscious "— actively functioning ideas dissociated
from the personality. Under unconscious are included the
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phenomena of memory, and in general all the ideas, traces,
etc., which are not at the moment actively functioning,
and which are to be regarded as mere physiological residua.
Any of these latter may at any time become conscious or
co-conscious. Dr. Prince considers that the essential char-
acter of a co-conscious idea consists in the fact that it
leads an autonomous existence, and is not dependent upon
the ego-complex. Co-conscious, therefore, does not neces-
sarily imply that the ego is unaware of the idea in question.
Thus, in the well-known case described in " T. he Dis-
sociation of a Personality," one personality knows all the
thoughts and actions of a second, but considers them to
be those of another being whom, indeed, she regards with
unconcealed dislike. This extension of the meaning of
Janet's conception is very important, and enables us to
throw more light upon the analogous manifestations occur-
ring in paranoia.

7 he most modern development of the doctrine of the
subconscious is to be found in the works of Freud, Jung, and
the Zurich School. Their conception is totally different
from those enumerated above, far more different than is
generally supposed. This point will be better appreciated
after a consideration of certain philosophical questions,
which will subsequently be discussed.

We have seen that the concept of the subconscious mind
has gradually developed as a result of the demand for con-
tinuity in the psychical series. This same demand for con-
tinuity has, however, led to an endeavor to solve the difficulty
in an altogether different manner. Certain philosophers as-
serted that the psychical was unreal, a mere epiphenomenal
product of the physical, and that nothing but the material
existed. The brain was considered to secrete thought as the
liver secretes bile. This school reached its zenith in the
materialism of Moleschott and Biichner — a crude and naive
philosophy now generally discredited. Later authorities,
however, while admitting the reality of the psychical, denied
that it could be made amenable to the method of science.
Thus Karl Lange required that all psychological definitions
should be replaced by physiological, and Miinsterberg as-
serted that " mental facts, as they are not quantitative,
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cannot enter into any causal relation " (5). It will be seen,
therefore, that these authorities consider that so long as we
are dealing with psychical facts there can be no question of
causation or of science. They must be first translated into
physiological terms, and it will then be possible to formulate
laws concerning them, and thus to incorporate them into the
structure of our knowledge. This school has been aptly
described by Hoffding as virtually wishing to abolish psy-
chology in order to convert it into a science. For the ex-
ponents of this theory the question of the subconscious does
not exist — consciousness and subconsciousness are alike to
be reduced to physiological terms, and the difference between
them consists merely in a varying mode of combination of the
cerebral elements.

Certain other authorities adopt a compromise — they
are ready to consider consciousness psychologically, but
the subconscious is for them nothing but an inappropriate
name for brain processes which have no psychological ac-
companiment.

The main question at issue between these various schools
is, therefore, whether the subconscious is to be regarded as a
brain fact or as a mind fact, whether it is a subject for phy-
siology or for psychology. The present paper endeavors to
show that this question is in itself based upon a misconception
and that its solution becomes at once obvious when the mean-
ing of the terms is correctly apprehended.

As a preliminary measure it will be necessary to tem-
porarily diverge from our main subject, and to shortly con-
sider the general properties of scientific concepts.

The philosophical consideration of the groundwork of
science is a growth of comparatively recent years. The
earlier scientists contented themselves with practical results,
and did not consider the foundations upon which they were
building. During the latter part of the nineteenth century,
however, the need for a precise formulation and definition of
these foundations began to make itself felt. Hence there arose
a school of critical philosophy unique amongst philosophical
creeds in the fact that its exponents have been men eminent
in the scientific world — Clark-Maxwell, Ostwald, Mach,
Karl Pearson. Pearson's " Grammar of Science " remains
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the finest vindication in the English language of the principles,
aims, and methods of modern science. The short exposition
which follows is an endeavor to cull the essential points from
its pages. But limitations of space prevent more than a
short summary of the principal conclusions being given, and
for the demonstration of their validity the reader must be
referred to the original work.

Science is characterized, not by its content, but by its
method of investigation — it embraces the whole field of
knowledge and is as applicable to history as it is to chemistry.
It deals, not with a fabulous entity called " matter," but with
the content of the human mind, and acknowledges its inca-
pacity to deal with anything which forms no part of that con-
tent. The material of science is therefore human experience,
what James calls " the flux of sensible reality." In other
words, phenomena, of whatever sort or kind they may happen
to be, constitute the material, while science is simply our
method of treating this material. Now it is found that
human experience does not take place in an entirely hap-
hazard and chaotic manner, but that the events follow one
another with more or less regularity and order. This is the
principle of the uniformity of nature. The aim of science
is to find a means of proceeding from one point of experience
to another with the least exertion of mental energy, in other
words to achieve an "economy of thought." Its method is,
firstly, to take some portion of human experience and to classify
the facts found therein into sequences; secondly, to find some
simple treatment which will resume an indefinite number of
sequences in a single formula. Such a formula constitutes
a scientific law. The law is the more fundamental the wider
the range of facts which it resumes. It is not a mythological
entity, it is merely a construction of the human mind to
enable it to deal better with its experience. If we examine
any scientific law in order to determine its essential nature,
we find that it has no immediate reference to sense impres-
sions, or, in other words, to phenomenal reality, but is purely
ideational or conceptual in character. The meaning of this
statement will be made clearer by taking an example, e.g.,
Newton's law that " every particle attracts every other par-
ticle." Now a particle is not a sense-impression; it is de-
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fined as an infinitely small portion of matter, that is to say, a
pure idea, formed by carrying what is given in sense impres-
sions to a conceptual limit in the mind. " Newton is here
dealing with conceptual notions, for he never saw, nor has
any physicist since his time ever seen, individual particles,
or been able to examine how the motion of two such particles
is related to their position " (6). Similarly geometry, with
its points, straight lines, and surfaces, is dealing with entities
which are frankly acknowledged to be conceptual in char-
acter, and to have no real existence in the world of sense
impressions. The physical conceptions of the atom and the
ether are precisely analogous in their nature. We find,
therefore, that science does not profess to mirror some hypo-
thetical universe lying altogether outside the human mind,
but simply to provide a conceptual model, a " conceptual
shorthand," by aid of which we can resume our sense impres-
sions and predict future occurrences. " The physicist forms
a conceptual model of the universe by aid of corpuscles.
These corpuscles are only symbols for the component parts
of perceptual bodies, and are not to be considered as resem-
bling definite perceptual equivalents. We conceive them to
move in the manner which enables us most accurately to
describe the sequences of our sense impressions. This
manner of motion is summed up in the so-called law of
motion " (7). We therefore reach the conclusion that science
is simply a mode of conceiving things. The justification of
science lies precisely in the fact that it does enable us to re-
sume our sense impressions and predict future occurrences;
its value as truth lies in its value as a working hypothesis by
which we may become the masters of phenomena.

Now there may be more than one mode of conceiving
the same things, and which mode we adopt may depend on
the practical necessities of the moment. Thus the mathe-
matician insists on regarding bodies as bounded by con-
tinuous surfaces, whereas the physicist is compelled to re-
gard them as bounded by discontinuous atoms. Neither of
these modes is more true than the other; the question is
merely which one has the greatest practical value in the
particular sphere of thought in question.

Armed with these conceptions let us now direct our
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attention to those fields which more particularly concern us,
and firstly let us consider the problem of the physical and the
mental. What, in fact, is the difference between physics and
psychology ? We are usually told that there are two orders
of phenomena, the physical and the mental, two series which
are so qualitatively different that the passage from one to the
other is unthinkable. Concerning the relation between these
two series innumerable philosophical battles have been
waged, and science must approach the question with a due
regard for the metaphysical quicksands which await her on
every side. It was pointed out by Bishop Berkeley that sense
impressions are the only things of which we have any imme-
diate knowledge, and modern science, having with some diffi-
culty duly digested this fact, has discarded the pretence that
it is engaged in a research into " things in themselves," and
has relegated the latter to the limbo of useless figments.
Being entirely pragmatic in its ideals, and having a criterion
of validity measured solely by utility, it recognizes that its
field is the content of the human mind, neither more nor less.
The modern scientist cannot therefore be accused of sharing
the vulgar conception that " reality " consists of " material
substance," which by means of " energy and force " acts on
" spiritual substance," giving rise in the latter to " sensa-
tions " which mirror the external reality. What, then, does
he mean when he distinguishes between the mental and the
material ? The answer is that he means two different modes
of conceiving human experience. On the phenomenal plane
the physicist and the psychologist are dealing with precisely
the same entities, sense impressions; the distinction between
them lies in their different conceptual methods of resuming
these sense impressions so as to express them in simple form-
ulae. The physicist resumes his sense impressions by means
of a conceptual model involving space and time, whereas the
psychologist regards them as actual or potential constituents
of a consciousness. As Mach (8) puts it, there is a " change
of direction " in their methods of research. The ultimate
goal of the physicist is a complete description of the universe
in terms of motion or mechanism, the ultimate goal of the
psychologist is " personality." Neither method is in itself
better, more perfect, or more real than the other, both have
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an equal right to be incorporated into the structure of science,
comparison between them can only be made on the grounds
of utility. We are only entitled to ask by which method we
are better enabled to resume our experience of the past and
to predict our experience of the future. And the only answer
to this question which it is possible to give in the present state
of knowledge is that both methods are of value, and that
neither can be abandoned in favor of the other.

For the present the physiologist and the psychologist
must be allowed to proceed along their respective roads.
But there must be no jumping from one mode of conception
to the other. The physiologist must not introduce a psycho-
logical conception into his chain of cause and effect, nor must
the psychologist fill up the gaps in his reasoning with cells
and nerve currents. The former error is comparatively
rarely met with, the latter is unfortunately only too common.
No physiologist would consent to admit " ideas " as active
elements in the sequence of changes which take place in the
nervous system. He simply points out that he has no use for
such a conception, and that, so far from helping him in his
explanation of phenomena, it vitiates his reasoning, and
destroys the validity of all his former concepts. The psy-
chologist, on the other hand, is a weaker vessel; he less com-
monly belongs to what James has termed the " tough-
minded " school of philosophy. He is usually prepared to
humbly admit that the phenomena of memory are ade-
quately explained by the potential physical energy of a brain
cell, and does not venture to suggest that the potential psy-
chical energy of an idea is a conception just as valid, and with
precisely the same claim or lack of claim to real existence.*

The distinction between the phenomenal and conceptual

*This exposition of the method of science is mainly extracted from a
paper by the author, entitled " A Philosophy of Psychiatry " (Journal of
Mental Science, July, 1908), which contains a more detailed investiga-
tion of the scientific basis of Psychiatry. The term "sense-impression" has
been used for the sake of simplicity. It can no longer be maintained,
however, that the mind contains nothing but sensory elements. Thought
and emotion involve factors which cannot be reduced to terms of sensation,
in the proper meaning of that word. To be strictly accurate, "element
of experience " should be substituted for " sense-impression " in the above
description.
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which underlies the principles given above, is of fundamental
importance. Anything which can be experienced is a phe-
nomenal fact — a scientific concept is a construction of the
mind which cannot be experienced at all. A nerve fibre is a
phenomenal fact, the nerve current which traverses it is a
conception. The nerve current is not a portion of our ex-
perience, we only experience the results which we ascribe
to it; in other words, we invent the nerve current to explain
the phenomenal result. Similarly colors, chemical sub-
stances, falling bodies are phenomena; ether waves, atoms,
the force of gravity are conceptions. Precisely the same
distinction is met with in the scientific treatment of the
psychological series, a fact which we shall hope to subse-
quently demonstrate.

It is only within recent years that morbid psychology
has become amenable to the method of science. It was
necessary that objectives should replace introspective psy-
chology, and that the presence of certain external signs should
be regarded as indicating the presence of certain conscious
processes, a deduction from analogy which every man makes
when he talks to any other man. Without this assumption
any scientific treatment of the mental processes of the insane
was obviously impossible. It is needless to point out that
psychology must also postulate the existence of an absolute
determinism within the psychical series. The law of causa-
tion forms the essential basis of the method of science.

Our conception of the nature of science, and its relation
to psychology, may therefore be summarized as follows:

(1) The psychical and the physical are two different
modes of conceiving human experience.

(2) From the point of view of science we are compelled
to postulate an absolute determinism within each of these

. modes.
(3) The method of science is applicable to either mode.

It consists in the more or less arbitrary division of phenome-
nal experience into artificial elements, and the construction
of laws regulating the interaction of these elements. The
sole justification of these laws consists in the fact that they
enable us to resume and predict our experience, and hence
to achieve an " economy of thought."
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(4) Science does not claim that the elements with which
it deals necessarily have perceptual equivalents, and it may
ascribe properties to certain of these elements which are even
contradictory to all perceptual experience, e.g., a weightless
and frictionless ether. The constructions of science are
therefore largely conceptual in character, and must be
sharply distinguished from the phenomena which constitute
our actual experience.

(5) The various elements entering into a conceptual
construction must all be of the same mode, they may be either
physical or psychical, but cannot consist in a mixture of the
two.

We are now in a position to return to our main theme,
and to consider in the light of first principles the various doc-
trines of the subconscious so far enunciated.

It is at once obvious that we must fundamentally dis-
agree with those authorities who regard the subconscious
as a brain fact and not as a mind fact. Such a view involves
that jumping from one mode of conception to the other, from
the psychological to the physiological which we have seen to
be incompatible with the method of science. A conception
must be in the same terms as the phenomena which it is
designed to connect. We cannot conceive cells and fibres
as the connection between two ideas. The conceptions of
psychology must all be constructed within the psychical
series. Only in this way can psychology have the same aim
as its sister sciences, the construction of a conceptual model
which will enable us to resume our past and to predict our
future experience. The conception of the subconscious has
been devised by the psychologist to explain certain psy-
chological phenomena — it must be regarded as a psycho-
logical conception.

For the same reasons memory must also be regarded as a
psychological conception, a conception constructed to fill up
the gaps in the phenomenal psychic series. It is, of course,
true that memory is not itself a phenomenal psychic fact,
we only experience the recurrence of a certain mental process —
we assume, in order to satisfy our demand for continuity,
that it has in some way existed during the interval, and we
invent the conception of memory to explain this continued



362 The Journal of Abnormal Psychology

existence. To the reader who has not adequately grasped
the essential principles of the modern philosophy of science
this may appear to be a very unsatisfactory explanation of
memory. He may object that if this is all that psychology
can say in the matter he would prefer to adopt the physio-
logical point of view, and to regard memory as the conserva-
tion of traces in the brain. But he will find that the physio-
logical conception of memory is no more a phenomenal fact
than the psychological. He will find himself using such
terms as " nervous energy," " permeability of paths," and
other purely conceptual ideas, and he will finally begin to
realize that his " conserved trace " is merely a conception
invented to resume the fact that a certain brain phenom-
enon is capable of repeating itself. Translating memory into
the physical series does not make it a phenomenal fact, it
must inevitably remain a conception. And if memory from
both points of view is merely a conception, then surely if we
are talking of the recurrence of mental phenomena it is a
psychological conception. Both in this case and in that
of the subconscious no useful purpose is served by suddenly
jumping into the other series, and all hope of discovering a
comprehensive scientific law is ipso facto abolished. To
maintain that the subconscious is a brain fact and not a
mind fact is precisely analogous to maintaining that the law
of gravity is a psychological conception and not a physical
conception.*

*Miinsterberg (JOURN. OF ABNORM. PSYCHOLO., April, 1907) has objected
that " Those who insist that the memory idea presupposes a lasting mental
disposition and cannot be explained by physiological after-effect, only forget
that the same logic would demand a special mental disposition also for each
new perception. The whole mystery of an idea entering into consciousness
presents itself perfectly every time when we use our eyes or ears." We cannot
admit that this is altogether true — the logical extension of the doctrines
enunciated above would be simply that every new sensation might be also
due to a previous " mental disposition." But science demands of its con-
ceptions that they should satisfy the criterion of utility. We construct a
conceptual memory and a conceptual subconscious in order to explain our
experience — the conception of a previous mental disposition for each new
sensation would serve no useful purpose whatever. We have to admit that
sensations appear in a mind without any antecedents in that mind, and
there can be no scientific objection to such an admission. Such an objec-
tion could only have force if we postulated a law of conservation of psychic
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The example of memory shows us that psychology, like
its sister sciences, has its phenomena and conceptions. 1 his
is only a reiteration of the fact that sciences do not differ in
their method, but only in their material. For the sake of
simplicity we have so far spoken of the subconscious as if
it were also conceptual in character, but this position now
requires considerable qualification.

It is of fundamental importance to recognize the fact
that different authors when they speak of the subconscious
not only speak from different points of view, but speak of
totally different things. Morton Prince has pointed out
that " the term subconscious is commonly used in the loosest
and most reprehensible way to define facts of a different
order, interpretations of facts, and philosophical theories" (9).
Hence it is meaningless to predicate any statement of the
subconscious as a whole without first defining the sense in
which we are employing the term. Dr. Prince has enun-
ciated its various meanings in his prefatory note to the sym-
posium which appeared in this JOURNAL. By Stout and
others the term is used to denote those marginal portions of
the field of consciousness which are not at the moment in
the focus of attention. Here subconscious merely means
" dimly conscious." Myers ascribes to the subconscious
various supernatural properties which take his conception
altogether beyond the limits of science. We have already
dealt with Hartmann's picture of the subconscious as a
second self comparable in all respects to the personal con-
sciousness. The remaining meanings are best illustrated
by the doctrines of Janet and Freud, and we must now pro-
ceed to examine these at some length.

We have actual experience only of our own conscious
phenomena — we deduce the conscious phenomena of
others by means of analogy in two ways, directly from what
they tell us through the medium of speech, indirectly from

energy for each individual consciousness analogous to that holding in the
material world. If we adopt panpsychism we may assert the existence of
psychic antecedents to every sensation, but these would not, of course, exist
in the individual consciousness. In the present state of our knowledge such
a speculation takes us beyond the limits of utility, and therefore of science.
Panpsychism may, however, be regarded as the Utopia of the psychologist.
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their actions.* Now the subconscious of Janet and his
followers does not differ in its essential nature from any " con-
scious phenomena of others " with which we are acquainted
— its existence is deduced on precisely the same grounds.
This fact has been ably demonstrated by Dr. Prince in his
contribution to the symposium. If we hold a conversation
with a.patient whose hand at the same moment writes of
matters which are unknown to the personality, we speak of
the subconscious phenomena attending the writing for the
very same reason that we speak of the conscious phenomena
attending the patient's conversation. The distinction of the
subconscious lies solely in the fact that it is dissociated from
certain other " conscious phenomena of others," which we
designate as the personality. The subconscious of Janet is,
therefore, a phenomenal fact. It may be reduced in com-
plexity to even a single idea, but it remains a phenomenon.
Janet himself has remarked, " These diverse acts are iden-
tical with those which we are accustomed to observe in
persons like ourselves and to explain by the intervention of
intelligence. Undoubtedly one may say that a somnambulist
is only a mechanical doll, but then we must say the same of
every creature. The term 'doubling of consciousness' is
not a philosophical explanation; it is a simple clinical ob-
servation of a common character which these phenomena
present." (10)

If, however, we now turn to the views of Freud and
Jung, we meet again with the phenomenon of dissociation,
but we find added thereto a mass of conceptions of an alto-
gether different character. Limitations of space prohibit
any adequate description of these doctrines, and we must
therefore assume that our readers are already acquainted
with their main features. We are here only concerned with

*It may be maintained that our knowledge of the conscious phenomena
of others is therefore really conceptual in character, as we ourselves have
no actual experience of them. If conceptual is taken in an indefinitely wide
sense this is of course true. But such deductions are on an altogether differ-
ent plane from the conceptions of science. Relatively to the conceptions of
science they are phenomena, just as helium in the sun is a phenomenon —
and both science and everyday life are compelled to treat them as such. To
refuse to subscribe to this point of view would involve the adoption of
Solipsism.



The Conception of the Subconscious 365

the general conceptions underlying Freud's teaching, and
these may, perhaps, be described in our own terminology as
follows: 1 he subconscious {unbewusstsein) is regarded as a
sea of unconscious ideas and emotions, upon whose surface
plays the phenomenal consciousness of which we are per-
sonally aware. 7 hese unconscious ideas are agglomerated
into groups with accompanying affects, the systems thus
formed being termed "complexes." These complexes are
regarded as possessing both potential and kinetic energy, and
thus are capable of influencing the flow of phenomenal con-
sciousness according to certain definite laws. 1 he nature of
their influence is dependent upon the relation they have'to
each other and to the normally dominating or ego complex.
The complex may either cause the direct introduction into
consciousness of its constituent ideas and affect, or its
influence may be distorted and indirect. The indirect
effects may be of the most various types — symbolisms,
word forgetting, disturbance of the association processes*
etc. A single idea or image in consciousness may be con-
ditioned (constellated) by a multiplicity of unconscious
complexes.

All this is surely very different from anything that we
have hitherto considered. In what does this difference con-
sist ? What is an " unconscious idea " — is not this a
meaningless self-contradiction ? Has anybody ever expe-
rienced an " unconscious complex " ? 1 he answer to all
these questions is simple — we are no longer on the phe-
nomenal plane, we have ascended to the conceptual. Un-
conscious ideas and complexes are not phenomenal facts,
they are concepts, constructions devised to explain certain
phenomena — they have not been found, they have been
made. The implicit assumptions in Freud's doctrines may
be expressed as follows: If we imagine certain entities which
may be described as unconscious ideas and complexes, if we
ascribe certain properties to these entities, and assume them
to act according to certain laws — then we shall find that the
results thus deduced will coincide with the phenomena which
occur in actual human experience. This train of thought is
the analogue of that underlying all the great conceptual con-
structions of physical science — the atomic theory, the wave
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theory of light, the law of gravity, and the modern theory of
mendelian heredity.

We thus owe to Freud the first consistent attempt to
construct a conceptual psychology. 7 he attempt is, more-
over, a legitimate employment of the method of science, the
construction of a conceptual model which will enable us to
resume our experience. It is, of course, true that conceptions
have to be employed therein which cannot even be conceived
as having a phenomenal existence. But we have seen that
the same statement is equally true of the conceptions of
physics. An unconscious idea is a phenomenal impossibility
just as a weightless, frictionless ether is a physical phenomenal
impossibility. It is no more and no less unthinkable than
the mathematical conception-^^E But objections of this kind
do not in the least vitiate the use of phenomenal impossibil-
ities as scientific concepts; the utility of such conceptions in
physical science will surely suffice to demonstrate this. It is
only necessary to clearly understand that we are speaking of
concepts and not of phenomena.

Similarly when we speak of " complexes " we mean that
it is convenient to conceive that ideas are bound together
into systems, that these systems persist in the mind, although
we are not conscious of them, and that they exert an influence
upon the flow of phenomenal consciousness of which we may
or may not be aware. The complex may be said to be the
psychological analogue of the conception of force in physics.
Strictly speaking, it can never itself become a fact of expe-
rience, a portion of phenomenal consciousness. Certain
ideas, affects, and conative tendencies belonging to the com-
plex may become facts of experience, we may be aware that
we possess the complex — but the complex as a whole and
as a directing force can never be actually experienced, it is a
pure conception. This may be seen, for example, in what
may be termed the " political complex." When the party
politician is called upon to consider a new measure, his ver-
dict is largely determined by certain constant systems of
ideas and trends of thought which we refer to as his " politi-
cal complex." He may be honestly convinced that he is
influenced solely by an unbiassed consideration of the pros
and cons of the measure in question, but the psychologist
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knows that this is not really so. Even if the politician is
aware that he is biassed, this complicated system we have
described can hardly be present as a whole to his mind. The
" political complex " is not conscious, and it is equally im-
possible that it can be co-conscious. It is merely a concep-
tion which enables us to explain the fact that when a certain
man is confronted with a political situation he will tend to
act in a certain constant direction.

We cannot agree with Dr. Prince when he says, " What
is it that binds the mental experience of an emotional railroad
accident, an obsession, or of a subject or mood complex, or
whatever kind of association it be into a system ? The
answer must be sought in the nervous system, not in the
mind "{11). We should prefer to say that it must be sought
in the conceptual sphere, not in the phenomenal.

The conception of the complex is not, except in name,
an altogether new departure in psychology. James's de-
scription of the various " selfs "(12) which determine a
man's actions can be immediately translated into the lan-
guage of complexes. Similarly Hoffding, when discussing
the theories of the Associationists, has pointed out that
" in the process of association it is the connected whole
which exercises its powers over the single ideas" (13).

The lack of a perceptual equivalent to many of Freud's
conceptions is very striking when we peruse such a work as
the " Traumdeutung." Here the individual dream image is
conceived as being constellated by a large number of uncon-
scious complexes — as a result of the combination and inter-
action of these complexes the single image emerges into con-
sciousness. Can we form any idea of a state of mind in
which all this mass of mental elements is actually and phe-
nomenally present ? We have no evidence whatever of their
phenomenal existence, such evidence as we had, for example,
in the case of automatic writing previously considered.
Freud has himself remarked on this point, " How can one
picture to oneself the psychical condition during sleep ? Do
all the dream thoughts (subsequently elicited by analysis)
actually exist together, or after one another, or do they con-
stitute different contemporaneous streams finally coalescing ?
In my opinion, there is no necessity for us to attempt the
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construction of a picture of the psychic state during dream
formation. We must not forget that we are speaking of
unconscious thinking, and this may quite possibly proceed
altogether differently from the conscious thinking with which
we are acquainted "(14). Similar considerations apply to
Freud's description of the mechanism of word-forgetting,
mistakes in speaking, etc.

It is this very aspect of Freud's teaching which has
aroused so much opposition, because the introduction of
conceptual psychology has seemed so strange to those who
have been accustomed to leave psychology its phenomena,
but to hand over its concepts to physiology.

All these difficulties vanish at once when we remember
that we are speaking of concepts and not of phenomena.
We are no more called upon to picture what a mass of simul-
taneous unconscious ideas may be like, than a physicist is
called upon to picture what an ether without weight and
without friction may be like. It is of the utmost importance
that the phenomenal and conceptual should be sharply dis-
tinguished when dealing with these questions. The neglect
of this principle has, we believe, led to that confusion of
terminology and treatment stigmatized by Dr. Prince in his
communication upon the Subconscious at the recent Geneva
Congress. It is best to limit the term subconscious to the
phenomenal facts demonstrated by Janet, and to speak of
Freud's conception as the " unconscious," the literal transla-
tion of the German Unbewusstsem.

Scott (15) has objected that Freud's doctrine has re-
vived an atomistic theory of psychology — but all sciences
are compelled to more or less arbitrarily divide phenomenal
continua into artificial elements. They demand, in fact, a
" continuity of conception together with a conceived dis-
continuity of the material." 1 he conceptual theory of the
unconscious is, moreover, constructed on an altogether differ-
ent plane to the philosophical system of the old Associa-
tionists, in which the elements were regarded as real, and the
unity of the whole as unreal.

It must be definitely understood that we are making no
attempt to demonstrate the validity of Freud's conceptions.
Such an aim lies entirely outside the scope of the present
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paper. Our sole concern is to show that his conceptions are
cast within the legitimate framework of science, and that
they have all the properties which science demands that a
concept shall have. But if this be so, then the validity of
Freud's theories must be tested by the method which has
established all the conceptions of science, the method of
experiment and verification. They cannot be proved or
disproved by a priori considerations. 1 he conceptions must
be applied, and the results thus deduced must be com-
pared with the results which are actually found. The
truth of a scientific conception is neither more nor less than
its utility in enabling us to resume and predict our experience.

We must now proceed further and endeavor to deter-
mine the relation between Janet's subconscious and Freud's
unconscious. This relation is often held to be one of rivalry,
but if our analysis of the two doctrines is correct, this view
must be erroneous. There can be no rivalry between a
description of the phenomenal facts, and a conceptual
model constructed to resume these facts. 1 he phenomenon
of dissociation has not been disputed by Freud — on the
contrary, it takes a prominent place amongst the circum-
stances which he desires to explain. His work lies on a
deeper plane, his aim is not a description of the facts, but the
conceptual explanation of these facts. We have here, in
fact, that progression by which the method of science is
invariably characterized. Firstly, the collection and classifi-
cation of facts, represented here by the co-ordinated de-
scription of the phenomena of the subconscious or co-
conscious ; secondly, the construction of a conceptual model
to explain these facts, represented by the theories of Freud.
Precisely analogous advances are to be found in the history
of physics. Kepler, for example, by classifying the succes-
sive positions in space of the planets, demonstrated that
each moved in an ellipse, one of whose foci was occupied by
the sun. Newton subsequently explained this fact by the
construction of the law of gravity.

It must be carefully observed that we have spoken
throughout of the relation of Freud's doctrines to Janet's
conception of the subconscious, not to Janet's work as a
whole. There can be no question that this larger relation
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is to a considerable extent one of conflict. But this conflict
only arises when Janet leaves the phenomenal plane and
proceeds to construct conceptual generalizations. Thus his
views on the essential nature of hysteria and psychasthenia,
the separation of the latter as a distinct entity, the origin of
obsessions, and other similar points — these cannot be re-
conciled altogether with the teaching of Freud. But what-
ever the ultimate verdict on these theories may be, Janet's
indestructible monument will always be his vindication of
the psychological method, his demonstration of the phe-
nomena of dissociation, and a description of the facts of hys-
teria which has never been excelled in the history of psy-
chiatry.

We are now in a position to summarize the results of our
investigation: The word subconscious has been used by
various authors to denote facts belonging to altogether differ-
ent categories, and it is necessary in the interests of clearness
that a terminology should be devised which will obviate
this confusion. Excluding those speculative interpretations
which do not enter into the field of science, these facts may
be grouped under three heads. Firstly, the marginal ele-
ments of phenomenal consciousness (the subconscious of
Stout), secondly, dissociated portions of phenomenal con-
sciousness (the co-conscious of Morton Prince, and the
subconscious of Janet), thirdly, a non-phenomenal conceptual
construction designed to explain the facts of phenomenal
consciousness (the unconscious of Freud). All these form
part of the material of psychology, none of them form part
of the material of physiology.
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